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5) n Claim(s) is/are allowed. 
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Application Papers 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

1. Applicants' amendment filed May 24, 2006 has been entered. Claims 18 and 21-25 are 
pending in the instant appHcation. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

3. Claims 18 and 21-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hus 
et al (US Patent No. 6,926,856 B2) in view of JP 02-143842. 

Hus et aL (*856) teach the basic claimed process for forming a trim panel including, 
providing a fabric material see col. 6, line 61 through col. 7, line 15), forming a polyurethane 
foam layer as a backing layer onto said fabric layer (see col. 7, lines 16-35) and injection 
molding a plastic substrate against said pol>'urethane foam layer to form said trim panel (see 
col. 5, lines 41-56). Further, Hus et al ('856) teach that the foam backing layer prevents strike 
through of the injection molded plastic layer (see col. 7,lines 5-10), hence it is submitted that 
Hus et al (*856) teach injection molding a plastic substrate onto said foam backing layer 
without the need of an additional barrier layer. 

Regarding claim 18, although Hus et al ('856) teach a fabric having a polyurethane 
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foam layer backing, Hus et aL ('856) do not teach that said polyurethane backing is a 
polyurethane dispersion that is applied without the use of adhesives or flame lamination. JP 02- 
143842 teaches using a polyurethane dispersion to form a cushioning/vibration damping panel 
without using adhesives. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the 
art to have provided the polyurethane dispersion without using adhesives as taught by JP 02- 
143842 to form the polyurethane foam backing layer in the process of Hus et aL ('856) 
because, JP 02-143842 specifically teaches that said polyurethane dispersion process provides 
for a less costly process by eliminating the need for adhesives, hence also providing for a more 
environmentally efficient process. 

In regard to claims 21-22, Hus et al ('856) teach a woven or a knitted fabric (see col. 6, 
lines 66-67). 

4. Claim 18 and 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hus 
et al (US Patent No. 6,926,856 B2) in view of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992). 

Hus et al ('856) teach the basic claimed process for forming a trim panel including, 
providing a fabric material see col. 6, line 61 through col. 7, line 15), forming a polyurethane 
foam layer as a backing layer onto said fabric layer (see col. 7, lines 16-35) and injection 
molding a plastic substrate against said polyurethane foam layer to form said trim panel (see 
col. 5, lines 41-56). Further, Hus et al ('856) teach that the foam backing layer prevents strike 
through of the injection molded plastic layer (see col. 7, lines 5-10), hence it is submitted that 
Hus et al ('856) teach injection molding a plastic substrate onto said foam backing layer 
without the need of an additional barrier layer. 
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Regarding claims 18 and 23-24, although Hus et al ('856) teach a fabric having a 
polyurethane foam layer backing, Hus et aL (*856) do not teach that said polyurethane backing is 
a polyurethane dispersion that is applied without the use of adhesives or flame lamination, 
wherein said foam layer has a thickness of about 2.6-51.3 mm and a density of about 0.016 to 
0.32 g/cml Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teach a process for forming products for vehicle 
interiors, such as a seat cushion or a headrest, including providing a fabric substrate (cloth), 
applying a polyurethane dispersion that adheres to said fabric without the need of adhesives of 
flame lamination and heating said polyurethane dispersion to form a foam backing layer having a 
density of 0.035-0.16 kg/m^ and a thickness of 3.6 mm (see Abstract and, paragraphs [0002], 
[0012] and [0071]). Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to 
have provided the polyurethane dispersion without using adhesives or flame lamination as taught 
by Gribble et aL (US 2004/0109992) to form the polyurethane foam layer in the process of Hus 
et al C856) because, Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teaches that said polyurethane dispersion 
provides for an improved process for making foam composites by eliminating the need of flame 
lamination or adhesives, hence providing for a less costly and a more environmentally efficient 
process. It is noted that, because Hus et al (*856) teach that the foam backing layer prevents 
strike through of the injection molded plastic layer (see col. 7, lines 5-10), then it is submitted 
that the purpose of the polyurethane dispersion foam layer in the process of Hus et al (*856) in 
view of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) is also to avoid any strike-through of the injected 
plastic material. As such, it is further submitted that said polyurethane dispersion foam layer 
does not allow strike-through of the injected plastic substrate in order for the invention of Hus et 
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al C856) in view of Gribble et aL (US 2004/0109992) to function as described. 

In regard to claims 21-22, Hus et aL ('856) teach a woven or a knitted fabric (see col 6, 
lines 66-67). 

5. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hus et al (US 
Patent No. 6,926,856 B2) in view of JP 02-143842 and in further view of EP 0 361 856 A2. 

Hus et al ('856) in view of JP 02-143842 teaches the basic claimed process as described 

above. 

Regarding claim 25, although Hus et al ('856) in view of JP 02-143842 teach a fabric, 
Hus et al. (*856) in view of JP 02-143842 do not teach a fabric having a specific weight of 100- 
950 g/m\ It is noted that Hus et al ('856) in view of JP 02-143842 teach a process for making 
trim covers (see col. 1, lines 5-52 of Hus et al ('856). EP 0 361 856 A2 teaches that the fabric 
for making a seat cover (trim cover) has a weight of at least 380 g/m^ (see Abstract). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided a fabric having a 
weight of 380 g/m^ as taught by EP 0 361 856 A2 to make the trim cover by the process of Hus 
et al ('856) in view of JP 02-143842 because, EP 0 361 856 A2 teaches that such a fabric 
provides for superior abrasion and snag resistance, hence providing for an improved product and 
also because all references teach similar end-products, hence suggesting similar materials and 
desired properties. 

6. Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Hus et al (US 
Patent No. 6,926,856 B2) in view of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) and in further view of EP 
0 361 856 A2. 
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Hus et al ('856) in view of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teaches the basic claimed 
process as described above. 

Regarding claim 25, although Hus et al (*856) in view of Gribble et al (US 
2004/0109992) teach a fabric, Hus et al ('856) in view of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) do 
not teach a fabric having a specific weight of 100-950 g/m^. It is noted that Hus et al (*856) in 
view of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teach a process for making trim covers (see col. 1, 
lines 5-52 of Hus et al (*856). EP 0 361 856 A2 teaches that the fabric for making a seat cover 
(trim cover) has a weight of at least 380 g/m^ (see Abstract). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided a fabric having a weight of 380 g/m^ 
as taught by EP 0 361 856 A2 to make the trim cover by the process of Hus et al ('856) in view 
of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) because, EP 0 361 856 A2 teaches that such a fabric 
provides for superior abrasion and snag resistance, hence providing for an improved product and 
also because all references teach similar end-products, hence suggesting similar materials and 
desired properties 

7. Claims 18 and 21-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al (US Patent No. 6,926,856 B2). 

Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teach the basic claimed process for forming products 
for vehicle interiors, such as a seat cushion or a headrest, including providing a fabric substrate 
(cloth), applying a polyurethane dispersion that adheres to said fabric without the need of 
adhesives of flame lamination and heating said polyurethane dispersion to form a foam backing 
layer having a density of 0.035-0.16 kg/m^ and a thickness of 3.6 mm (see Abstract and, 
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paragraphs [0002], [0012] and [0071]). Further, Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teach hot 
lamination molding of a polyethylene film (plastic substrate) directly to said foam-backing layer 
without the need of a non-permeable layer (see paragraphs [0007] and [001 1]). 

Regarding claim 18, although Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teach laminating a 
polymeric film to said foam backed fabric, Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) does not teach 
injection molding a plastic layer to said foam backed fabric. Hus et al (*856) teach a process for 
forming a trim panel including, providing a fabric material see col. 6, line 61 through col. 7, line 
15), forming a polyurethane foam layer as a backing layer onto said fabric layer (see col. 7, lines 
16-35) and injection molding a plastic substrate against said polyurethane foam layer to form 
said trim panel (see col. 5, lines 41-56). Further, Hus et al ('856) teach that the foam backing 
layer prevents strike through of the injection molded plastic layer (see col. 7, lines 5-10), hence it 
is submitted that Hus et al ('856) teach injection molding a plastic substrate onto said foam 
backing layer without the need of an additional barrier layer. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to injection mold a plastic substrate as taught by Hus 
et al ('856) over the foam covered fabric layer in the process of Gribble et al (US 
2004/0109992) because, Hus et al ('856) teach a more efficient process that results in molding 
improved products that have good appearance, precise dimensions and stable cross sections (see 
col. 1, lines 5-55). It is noted that, because Hus et al ('856) teach that the foam backing layer 
prevents strike through of the injection molded plastic layer (see col. 7, lines 5-10), then it is 
submitted that the purpose of the polyurethane dispersion foam layer in the process of Gribble et 
al (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al ('856) is also to avoid any strike-through of the 
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injected plastic material. As such, it is further submitted that said polyurethane dispersion foam 
layer does not allow strike-through of the injected plastic substrate in order for the invention of 
Gribble et al. (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al (*856) to function as described. 

In regard to claims 21 and 22, Hus et al ('856) teach a woven or a knitted fabric (see 
col. 6, lines 66-67). Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teaches using a fabric in making products 
for vehicle interiors, such as a seat cushion or a headrest (see paragraph [0002]), whereas Hus et 
al (*856) a trim panel component. Therefore, it would have been obvious for one of ordinary 
skill in the art to have provided a woven or a knitted fabric as taught by Hus et al ('856) in the 
process of Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) because of known advantages that a woven or 
knitted fabric provides such as a more comfortable feel, hence providing for an improved 
product and also because, Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teaches using a fabric, hence 
suggesting the woven or a knitted fabric of Hus et al. ('856). Also, it is noted that both references 
teach similar end-products, hence suggesting the use of similar materials. 

Specifically regarding claims 23 and 24, Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) teach that 
said polyurethane dispersion foam backing layer has a density of 0.035-0.16 kg/m^ and a 
thickness of 3.6 nam (see Abstract and, paragraphs [0002], [0012] and [0071]). 
8. Claims 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gribble et al 
(US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al (US Patent No. 6,926,856 B2) and in further view of 
EP 0 361 856 A2. 

Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al ('856) teaches the basic claimed 
process as described above. 
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Regarding claim 25, although Gribble et al (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al 
(*856) teach a woven or knitted fabric, Gribble et al. (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al 
('856) do not teach a fabric having a specific weight of 100-950 g/m^. It is noted that Gribble et 
al (US 2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al ('856) teach a process for making products for 
vehicle interiors, such as a seat cushion. EP 0 361 856 A2 teaches that the fabric for making a 
seat cover has a weight of at least 380 g/m^ (see Abstract). Therefore, it would have been 
obvious for one of ordinary skill in the art to have provided a fabric having a weight of 380 g/m^ 
as taught by EP 0 361 856 A2 to make the seat cushion by the process of Gribble et al (US 
2004/0109992) in view of Hus et al ('856) because, EP 0 361 856 A2 teaches that such a fabric 
provides for superior abrasion and snag resistance, hence providing for an improved product and 
also because all references teach similar end-products, hence suggesting similar materials and 
desired properties. 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicants' arguments filed May 24, 2006 have been considered but are moot in view of 
the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

10. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 
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11. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Stefan Staicovici, Ph.D. whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1208. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday 9:30 AM to 6:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Christina Johnson, can be reached on (571) 272-1 176. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Stefan Staicovici, PhD 




Primary Examiner "^WX^ ^ 
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July 21, 2006 



